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August 2, 1933
Mr. William Ruckelshaus, Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
'Washington, DC

Dear Mr. Ruckelshaus:

I would like to thank you very much for this opportunity for environ-
mental leaders to meet with you today here in Boston. I am very
encouraged by EPA's revised approach to communication with public
interest groups. -:

"In case there is not time to raise all our of major concerns during
the question and answer period this afternoon, I wanted to express^,
some of these concerns to you in writing. I was fortunate enough
to hear jrour remarks to the Energy and Environment Committee of "Che
National Governors' Association meeting yesterday in Portland, and
some of the concerns raised below relate to yesterday's proceedings.

The first, however, relates to yesterday's announcement of the
$3.4 million study of chemical contamination in New Bedford.

New Bedford PC3 Study/Cleanup. We are pleased that EPA is giving
serious attention and funding to the Ne-w. 3e_dford PCS problem.
However, the Sierra__Club__submitte_d consents last spring on the
draft Remedial Action Management Plan for New Bedford which stated
our belief that extensive information is already available for
at least some of the contaminated areas in that city. We are
now wondering whether the Kew Bedford area, already recognized
as one of the nation's most serious hazardous waste sites for
many years, is now being designated as a perpetual study site?

le do not understand, for example, why The proposal"includes nine
more months of study of the Acushnet River estuary. Specific loca-

. tions of high PC3 concentrations have already been identified.
" We believe that formulation of clean-up alternatives for this area
could be accomplished on the basis of present knowledge in a shorter

- time period (one or two months), and that the clean-up could take
place this year. Why is nine more months of study of an already
well-studied area necessary?

Extensive information is also available on other contan-inated areas,
such as the municipal landfill, the sewer system, and the treatment
plant, which would enable EPA to move on to proposal of cleanup
alternatives.

Acid rain. The recent report of the Na
stated That there is a linear relation
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findings, what is now holding EPA back from endorsing im­

mediate action to reduce emissions by 50%?


I believe that you stated at the NGA meeting yesterday that

"we have time" to look at this problem. In view of the

results of lake and pond monitoring programs now going on

in Massachusetts and other New England states, we would like to

emphasize that we don't have much time.


Air Toxics Standards. You stated yesterday that the federal'

requirements relating to air toxics standards may have to be

reexarained in the light of scientific evidence that there is

for spme substances no minimum threshold of exposure below which

health effects do not occur. *­

In what way do you see the federal requirements being changed that

ill still guarantee protection of public health?


Carbon Monoxide Standard. You also referred at the NGA meeting to

the federal ambient air"quality standard for carbon monoxide,

indicating that there is a discrepancy between the ambient standard,

technological requirements, and pollutant levels which areas such

as Los Angeles, Denver, and Phoenix can be expected to achieve.

Are you considering recommending a change in the federal carbon

monoxide standard, and if so, how would-.you insure that the

public would suffer no adverse health effects, given the rather

well-documented scientific knowledge in this area?


SPA Budget, particularly State Grants. You stated at the NGA meeting

that the Question of "who pays" for environmental control programs —

the states or the federal government — can be figured out after

there has been further coordination and definition of the federal

and state role in EPA projects. With this in mind, we raise the

following concern.

It was extremely disappointing to learn that, despite the fact"

that EPA has delegated programs to many states during the last few

years, your budget request to Congress did not even restore funding

of state grants to 1982 levels, much less 1981. Particularly since ­

many states are facing severe budget cuts and restrictions and cannot

assume increased financial burdens, we are concerned that the failure

to restore the 1981 funding levels to state grants represents a-

de facto abandonment of the goals of the federal programs-which are

being delegated.


We are also generally concerned that your belief that EPA could

not effectively use funding at 1981 levels (as approved by the •

House of Representatives) in the next fiscal year clearly testifies

to the alarming decline of the agency under your predecessor. How

soon can EPA recover?


pinally, you stated your intention yesterday to follow a policy of

"trusting states" more. While there are many things to be said in

favor of such an approach, we hope that this policy will include

a clear recognition that it is ultimately EPA's responsibility

to see that the goals of the federal environmental laws are achieved.
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I appreciate your consideration of these concerns, and once again,

thank you for your willingness to meet with us today. w


Best wishes for success in your attempts to restore the SPA to its

former role.


Sincerely yours,


Prise ilia A. Chapman :_

Executive Director, New England Sierra Club


cc: Mr. Michael Deland, Region 1 Administrator
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